"It ought to be remembered that there is nothing more difficult to take in hand, more perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the introduction of a new order of things"
Niccolò Machiavelli (1513) The Prince, Chapter VI
Introduction
Developing consensus requires "some shared understanding and common commitment" (Markoczy, 2001 , p.1) to be generated around strategic issues, and is central to a management team's ability to develop and implement responses to these issues. However, while it has been demonstrated that leadership is central to the formation of consensus, the influence of leaders' discursive strategies on this process has tended to be under-researched. To address this problem, we adopt an interdisciplinary discourse-oriented approach to leadership in meetings and teams, studying discourse in use. Like Biggart and Hamilton, we see "leadership [as] ... a relationship among persons in a social setting at a given historic moment" (1987, p.438) . Burns (1978, p.18) elaborates this definition by introducing power into the concept of leadership, in which he stresses "leadership is an aspect of power, but it is also a separate and vital process in itself". Specifically, he underlines the complex relationship between power and leadership, viewing all 'leaders' (in the sense of their formal role) as actual or potential holders of power, but not all power holders as necessarily providing effective leadership (ibid.). In order to be effective, Burns proposes that leadership works by influencing "human beings when persons with certain motives and purposes mobilize, in competition or conflict with others, institutional, political, psychological, or other resources so as to arouse, engage, and satisfy the motives of the followers" (ibid, p.18; italic in original) . These critical dimensions are important for our study, particularly the emphasis on power relationships, motives and purposes, and resources. What is missing here, however, is an articulation of the important role that linguistic and communicative resources play in the powerful enactment of leadership as a process. How, precisely, is leadership 'accomplished', discursively speaking?
This neglect of linguistic resources is especially apparent in the socio-psychological literature on leadership styles, such as the 'theory of transformational leadership' (Bass & Avolio, 1994) , a framework that has gained significant traction among management practitioners. The theory introduces two ideal types of leadership:
transactional and transformational. In the former, leadership is oriented primarily towards the level of content -the exchanges and negotiations that take place amongst leaders and their colleagues and followers -through which the leader specifies goals and conditions, and the followers receive rewards if they achieve goals. In the latter, however, leadership is a transformational process because leaders act as role models and influence by stressing ideals; provide inspiration to stimulate corporate identity; contribute intellectual stimulation by questioning assumptions and challenging situations; and give individualized consideration to colleagues' needs (ibid, pp.3-4) . Apart from a brief discussion of communication modes (pp. 45-46) We address this gap by analyzing complete episodes of discussion in meetingsusing a combination of qualitative macro-analysis (via ethnography) and microlinguistic critical discourse analysis (CDA) -to examine the impact of leaders' discursive strategies on the consensus building process in a multinational corporation. Our paper is set out in three parts. First, we distill insights from related studies of meetings and discursive analysis of strategic change in organization studies, together with studies of language use in the workplace from sociolinguistics and CDA, in order to identify the principal ways leaders affect consensus building in meetings. Second, we draw on transcripts of interviews and meetings over six months in a senior management team of a single business unit in a multinational defence company in Australia to abductively identify the main discursive strategies used by a leader to shape consensus ii . We do this by focusing on two significant and extensive episodes of discussion -the only ones that occurred where consensus was generated around strategic issues facing the organization. Third, we discuss how leaders use five discursive strategies to facilitate consensus-building: Encouraging, Modulating, Directing, Re/Committing, and Bonding. Most importantly, we show how leaders deploy these strategies using linguistic and pragmatic devices in such a way that influences the development of a durable consensus. This we believe is achieved via a more egalitarian interpersonal style, which enables the leadership to 'get people on board'.
Discursive leadership and consensus-building in meetings
Without consensus, issues of strategic importance facing organizations either receive insufficient attention or resource, or both (Dutton & Jackson, 1987; Ocasio, 1997) .
Consensus is important because sufficient accord is required so that a team can proceed to a course of action to address that issue. So, what is critical is that a team believes they have reached a best 'possible decision' (Dess & Origer, 1987; Holder, 1976; Priem et al., 1995) . In this sense, leaders play a key part in consensus formation in three main ways. First, when they are overly zealous to a course of action early on in a discussion, they can prevent consensus from forming (Dess & Priem, 1995) .
Second, where leaders exclude certain stakeholder groups from the process, this can result in ill-conceived strategies (Floyd & Wooldridge, 2000) , making them difficult to implement (Mintzberg, 1994) because of internal resistance (Balogun & Johnson, 2004) . Third, leaders who positively facilitate participation in strategic discussion can encourage a sense of autonomy within the team (Mantere & Vaara, 2008) .
Despite these piecemeal insights, however, we still know very little about how leadership is linguistically 'performed' (Holmes & Marra, 2004) .
The shortage of research on the linguistic enactment of leadership has been attributed to scholars focusing too much on the psychological traits of leaders. Grint (2000) argues that the primary concern has been with the cognitive and social origins of leader perceptions, rather than how these are generated through linguistic behavior at the micro-level, influenced by socio-political factors and constraints in the organization and society (Burns, 1978) . This position has become increasingly less tenable because of the growing realization that leaders are the primary 'managers of meaning' in organizations (Pfeffer, 1981; Pondy, 1978; Shotter & Cunliffe, 2003; Smircich & Morgan, 1982) . Thus, how leaders communicate their visions and messages in different contexts has attracted growing scrutiny (Conger, 1991; Gardner & Avolio, 1998; Shamir & Eilam, 2005) . Scholars such as Fairhurst (2007) have began to explore the role of leaders as 'practical authors' (Shotter, 1993) and the role they play in working with others to enact relations and construct meaning (Holmes, 2003, p. 2)
The various ways in which leaders practically influence meaning in organizations by chairing interactions in meetings has been likened to a 'switchboard' (Asmuss & Svennevig, 2009; Boden, 1994) , in terms of how they (a) open and close meetings; (b) enable participants to take turns; and (c) ensure progression of the topic. Such involvement can lead to 'interactional asymmetries' in conversation, with some participants, including leaders themselves, having the greatest influence on the sense-making process (Asmuss & Svennevig, 2009, p.16 (Lüdi, 2007; Mondada, 2009 ).
Finally, Hartz and Habsheid (2008) demonstrated the importance of leaders 'staging' discussions to the success of consensus building attempts in a publishing organization.
Useful though these studies are in providing insights into how discursive leadership is construed and performed, they provide only partial insights into the discursive strategies deployed by leaders and the linguistic and pragmatic devices through which they are realized in the process of consensus building. Part of the reason for this is that insights have not been derived from systematic analysis of complete episodes of discursive interaction around strategic issues. As a result, several important questions remain. For instance, what discursive and argumentative strategies do leaders routinely employ? And is the ability of leaders to generate consensus affected by the context in which the discussion occurs and the composition and history of previous discussions amongst the same group of participants (Janis, 1972; Kwon et al., 2009; Menz, 1999; van Dijk, 2008 van Dijk, , 2009 Wodak, 2000 Wodak, , 2009a ? We highlight two problems with previous research on discursive leadership: (1) it fails to differentiate between the overall discursive process and the effects of the specific context within which it occurs, and (2) it tends to conflate the role of discursive strategies with the linguistic and pragmatic devices through which they are realized. In addressing this shortfall, we rise to the challenge posed by Rouleau and Balogun (Forthcoming) that there is a need to explore how leaders perform discursive strategies competently, in specific and clearly defined contexts.
The next section outlines how we designed our study to explore this issue.
Methodology
We chose the aerospace firm Defence Systems International (DSI) iii to study the agenda and related discursive strategies employed by the chair/CEO because it was an organization dealing with major strategic change and we had obtained access to observe and record how participants came to terms with, and addressed, the strategic issues that this generated. Our data collection occurred in 2007-08 and relates to DSI's Australian business unit over a six month period, during which we interviewed each member of the senior management team before and after we observed and recorded all their regular monthly meetings and a bi-annual strategy away-day meeting, in which they engaged in discussion about issues relating to the development and implementation of strategy. Overall, our transcribed dataset is over 150 hours long, and includes 45 hours of individual interviews and over 100 hours of regular team meetings, workshops and a strategy away-day. Detailed notes accompany the verbatim field data from field researchers (both among the authors of this paper) who observed meetings in full and also conducted narrative interviews.
We used these insights and confidential company documents to triangulate our interpretations.
Our analysis stems from an approach within CDA -the Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA) --that combines qualitative discourse analysis with corpus linguistic techniques and ethnography (Baker et al., 2008; Reisigl & Wodak, 2009) while relating the analysis of the structural context of the organization, the respective history of specific communities of practice (such as regular senior management team meetings or committees with the same participants) with the situational context of the meetings and the co-text of each utterance (Wodak, 2009a) .
Indeed, we claim that such a multi-level approach is required to enable interpretation of the illocutionary and perlocutionary effects of unique turns and utterances in the interactional dynamics within and across the two meetings.
The empirical data was analysed through four stages, oscillating between micro-and macro-levels of qualitative textual analysis, in which the authors engaged in a continual dialogue to reconcile hypotheses arising from the text with broader contextual understandings derived from direct ethnographic observations of the organization. This is why we also substantiate our interpretations by juxtaposing the analysis of meeting extracts with extracts from our interviews.
In the first stage, we conducted a corpus linguistic analysis using Wordsmith software to identify the relative occurrence of topics related to the broader strategic mandate of DSI. We identified the November 2006 away-day and the monthly April 2007 meeting as the most salient meetings in the corpus. Both displayed the greatest occurrence of topics related to the broader organizational strategic mandate, and were also the most prominent in terms of the statistical values of the keywords (which included many of the terms related to the strategic mandate). November was in fact a strategy away-day in which we were already interested (see Kwon et al., 2009 ). April was a regular monthly meeting of the team. Each meeting was approximately 8 hours in length, giving a combined downsized dataset of nearly 18,000 words.
In the second stage, we analysed macro-level patterns of topic elaboration, argumentation patterns, turn-taking, and so forth, to be able to understand the overall structure and dynamic of the respective meeting (Krzyżanowski, 2008) .
Central to this was the identification of the macro-topic and macro-structure of each episode (van Dijk, 1984, p.56) iv . We then identified the primary and secondary topics of each episode to make sense of how the macro topic was elaborated v .
In the third stage of analysis, we conducted a detailed sequential analysis of specific discursive strategies and related linguistic/pragmatic/rhetorical devices used in both meetings so we could identify the role and performance of the leaders of each episode, by drawing on the literature and proposing new constructs through abduction (see below). Thus, we first developed a provisional classification of salient, reoccurring discursive strategies for the November episode. This classification was then applied to the April episode and revised, leading to a final classification of discursive leadership strategies, which we claim are instrumentally employed by leaders in the course of discussion to shape consensus around strategic issues.
In the fourth stage of analysis, and taking into account the findings of the previous stages, we examined how these discursive strategies and devices were employed sequentially by the CEO in order to achieve consensus on the topics central to each episode. From this synthesis, we were able to distill how two distinct styles of leadership -transformational and transactional -both identified in the literature (see above), are discursively deployed, and their effects on consensus building within the team. We elaborate upon these five discursive leadership strategies and the linguistic and pragmatic realization of these two styles of discursive leadership in the next section of the paper.
Findings
In the following analysis, we refer to two meetings of the DSI senior management team. The first meeting (November) was an away-day held off-site in a conference/entertainment box within an international cricket ground, some 20 miles away from the team's normal working location. The second meeting (April) was a regular all-day 'executive board' meeting in the main office premises. With one exception, all of the team members were present for both meetings, each lasting for about eight hours (see Table 1 for a guide to speakers).
[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]
In the away-day in November the agenda was focused on a relatively small number of key issues selected for discussion that affected the business's strategic development. Most significant among these strategic issues was the question of whether or not there was a need to construct a New Building to accommodate the requirements of DSI's rapidly expanding operations. A major impetus for this was the awarding of the first phase of Osprey, a project expected to account for the majority of DSI's revenues over the next two years. While this project had been anticipated for some time and discussed in previous meetings, the awarding of the contract had only just occurred the day before the away-day, and thus was a major influence across all discussions on that day.
By comparison, in the regular meeting in April, the strategic issue was one of several items in a formalized agenda, and concerned avionics systems, an area of specialized expertise required by two of the company's projects: the 'Osprey' and the 'Peregrine'
project, both types of military aircraft. The Osprey project was now behind schedule
and not yet completed. Peregrine had just been awarded with resources being mobilized for this project and set for a formal commencement four months later.
Both strategic issues -the New Building and Peregrine/Osprey -were highly important to DSI. With regard to the New Building issue, the management team was considering the need for a new production facility and where best to locate it. This decision had three main dimensions: (a) whether there was a need for the new premises at all; (b) assuming the answer to this was affirmative, then broadly where to locate it (e.g. Melbourne, Sydney, or the current centre in Adelaide); and (c) assuming the answer to this was Adelaide, then where specifically to locate it in the conurbation. This issue concerned the long-term strategic direction of the organization but was not particularly urgent.
By contrast, the Peregrine and Osprey projects were both subject to particularly tight deadlines. Thus, the team was debating whether or not they had sufficient resource or 'capability' (in-house specialist expertise) in terms of skilled avionics systems engineers to both finish Phase One of the Peregrine project while simultaneously 'ramping-up' the Osprey project such that the respective contractual deadlines were met. Failure to deliver on either of these projects would have a major and immediate impact on DSI's reputation and profitability. Two options were considered in this discussion. If DSI was incapable of servicing the avionics requirements of both projects simultaneously, then DSI should forfeit the Osprey project to a competitor.
If both projects could be serviced, then the team must find a way to effectively share avionics expertise between both projects.
Thus, while the two meetings differed in terms of urgency and the strategic issue being addressed, both were similar in terms of the revenues and resources required, and were crucial to the long-term success of the business. In terms of overall structure, we highlight three key differences between the two meetings. First, from a topic analysis perspective, the 'breadth' and 'depth' of the two discussions were very different (see Figures 1a and 1b) , despite being of similar length: November had 10 primary topics averaging 4.5 secondary topics each; and April had 4 primary topics averaging 15.0 secondary topics each. This suggests that the scope of the discussion in November (topic breadth) was wider ranging but that the exploration of each primary topic (topic depth) was more limited than April, where fewer topics were discussed in greater depth.
[INSERT FIGURE 1a and 1b ABOUT HERE] Strategies for discursive leadership
Through the abductive four-step analysis described earlier, we identified five discursive strategies that were used by the leaders Mike (CEO) and Bradley (COO) of DSI Australia for the purpose of managing the process of achieving consensus building:
Bonding -serves the discursive construction of group identity that supports motivation to reach consensus and a decision. The distribution of use of personal pronouns among the different participants in each meeting is of importance, as well as the transitivity of their respective collocates, for this strategy. For example, the selection of the singular 'I' versus the plural 'we' in discussion has considerable sociological and rhetorical implications (Mulderrig, 2011; Petersoo, 2007; Wodak, 2009b) : while the singular form claims personal responsibility for the remainder of the sentence, the plural form collectivizes it, such that they can be used to claim authority, avoid or accept responsibility, and minimize or expand claims made by the speaker. In respect to the bonding strategy, the so-called 'theory of groupthink'
argues that too much accommodation and internalization of group norms prevent successful decision-making because no arguments or deliberations take place. In this way, quasi-decisions that are reached fast rarely tend to hold over time (Janis, 1972) .
People who tend to disagree are usually marginalized in groupthink and cohesive bonding processes.
A good example for the latter role is Will who was 'pronominally' the second most prominent speaker in both meetings, but the only participant to favour an individualized form of self-representation (55% of 'I' expressions). This pattern may be understood in relation to Will's generally and increasingly defensive position in both meetings, as discussed above. 
Text 2 -Lines 465-472, April
In both these extracts Will is offering a rebuttal to a preceding claim vi . He mitigates the face threat this incurs through disclaimers ("I'm not saying", Line 385, April),
concessions ("I believe we've got enough people", Line 466, April), hedges ("I'm just…we just", Lines 385-386, April), and by representing his comments as a reiteration of the chair's previous comment ('reformulation'), and in so doing shields himself -though unsuccessfully -with the chair's authority; in contrast, Mike usually employs the pronoun 'we in his attempts to construct the team's cooperate identity and to further consensus. We will come back to this strategy below, in the in-depth analysis of extracts of the two meetings.
Encouraging -stimulates the participation of other speakers to explore new ideas and/or develop synthesis with existing ideas related to current topic of discourse.
The purpose of this leadership strategy is to enhance other speakers' sense of participation and therefore their 'buy-in' to the eventual outcome by encouraging them to contribute to the discussion through various linguistic-pragmatic means such as soliciting opinions via open questions, agreement cues, and requests for expert reports, advice and knowledge; the questioning/supporting of existing propositions, via repetition, positive back-channeling, explicit praise; frequent use of indirect speech-acts instead of direct speech-acts (for example, questions instead of orders; appeals instead of accusations) or even silence by the leader(s) to start or maintain the forward momentum of the conversation. A hallmark of this strategy is the apparent relaxation of the leader(s) use of power, which provides other speakers the space to talk and elaborate. This strategy relates well to Burns' (1978) characteristics of 'transformational leadership' (see above). Directing -this can be conceptualised as the opposite of the above Encouraging.
While the intent of the latter is to stimulate the opening up of the discussion by increasing the requisite variety of ideas and information, the purpose of Directing is to bring the discussion toward closure and resolution by reducing the equivocality of ideas. This is accomplished through a variety of means, including the explicit and Modulating -is a strategy used by leaders to regulate the perception of external environmental threats, or institutional imperatives to act, linked to the strategic issue under discussion. This is most commonly done via argumentative appeals to common knowledge; for example, by invoking the topos of threat in order to intensify or mitigate the perception of danger and, therefore, of action/inaction vii .
The role of this strategy is to provide adequate room for a requisite balance to be achieved between Encouraging and Directing strategies to be played out within the discussion. The implication is that the 'right' amount of urgency is required to make 'strong' consensus that is actionable, because if there is too little urgency, discussions will tend to be protracted with little commitment to act, whereas if there is too much urgency, discussions can move to closure too quickly without adequate consideration of important information. [189] [190] [191] [192] April) . Here, the underlying warrant reads as follows: if we do not put out the burning platform (i.e. act quickly) and wait until we reach maturity (i.e. wait too long), we will never reach a decision/solve the problem. In this case, the persuasive character of the topos of urgency is emphasized by the use of a natural disaster metaphor, which evokes the association with a fire, which might burn everything down.
Re/Committing -is the moving from a consensual understanding developed around the issue at hand towards a commitment to action to address it, thus taking the decision-making a step further by shifting the frame. This is achieved by leaders making speech-acts of promises or by reminding others of their formal organizational or personal obligations, i.e. a shift to a value-laden discourse. 
Text 4 -Lines 343-347, November
In another example, Bradley allays the reservations of Will over the plan to centralise operations in Adelaide, by providing assurances that: "...our position as a business is we don't expect the numbers to diminish in our / Will: yep / But where we can grow, our manpower in Melbourne and Sydney, we will do that" (Lines 531-33, November).
Discursively enacting transformational and transactional leadership: egalitarian versus authoritarian styles
In the following, we analyze a few salient sequences of each meeting in detail, to illustrate the range of discursive strategies employed by the CEO and meeting chair
Mike. The selected extracts provide insight into the discursive enactment of the two main leadership styles. The in-depth discourse analysis of strategies and related linguistic/pragmatic/argumentative and rhetorical means also accounts for the different outcomes in the two meetings discussed in this paper: in the case of the November meeting, the achieved consensus was not durable; in the second case, the building'. He then continues in the next turns (Lines 467, 471) by giving reasons for his opinion, in very declarative ways, which discourage further debate; for example, by using explicit value statements such as 'sensible, realistically' and so forth; the topoi of reality and authority serve as warrants for unsubstantiated conclusions. Adam attempts to slow the rush towards pre-mature closure by stating 'Hang-on' and repeating some important details in line 477-480, but is ignored by Mike. 
Encouraging consent -interpersonal egalitarian leadership
While arguing for and against taking on another project (Peregrine; see above), Mike finally decides to intervene and to justify the urgency of reaching a consensus: 
Text 9 -Lines 341 -344, April
The characterization of good leadership as spelt out in this turn summarises the ideal-type transformational leader; somebody who allows for autonomy and space, on the one hand, via Encouraging and Modulating strategies; but takes responsibility and leadership seriously, thus being simultaneously directive and also committed. The April meeting is characterized by more urgency and a clearly defined topic: a decision, which has to be taken quickly. Mike's discursive strategies oscillate between encouragement, bonding and support; and directing and recommitting. He achieves a good balance between a more egalitarian and a more authoritative leadership style, and actually succeeds to persuade the team firstly, to take on the second project; secondly, to select the people who should work on it, and thirdly, to describe the form of leadership which would be needed to fulfill all the requirements of the project.
As illustrated in Figures 1a and 1b above, the two meetings are characterised by significantly different amounts of topics and by the extent and depth of discussion of each topic. We suggest that the recursive cycling through topics and sub-topics, as shown in the April meeting, encourages understanding of the issue so that durable consensus can be formed. In addition, this enables participants to feel as though they are being involved, and progress is being made, so that accord is reached. In contrast, the November meeting displays a plethora of topics, which are only superficially addressed. It is thus not surprising that the consensus did not hold in the long term (see Kwon et al., 2009) . Moreover, as our analysis has demonstrated, the egalitarian transformational leadership style encourages an in-depth discussion of issues, whereas the more authoritarian transactional leadership style may lead to the making of hasty decisions, which have not been adequately considered in all their mid-term and long-term consequences.
Conclusion
In this paper, we highlighted the rather limited attention given to the discursive aspects of how leadership is realized. In particular, we focused on the role that leaders play in the process of consensus building, which underlies important activities such as organizational sensemaking and decision-making. We isolated two To close, we would like to identify four avenues for research that would complement the focus of our paper. First, we have identified an apparent mediating effect of meeting genre on the potential for forming consensus around strategic issues. In order to explore this issue further, a study comparing the discursive strategies individual leaders use in different types of meetings, would potentially be useful. Does their discursive style vary between types of meetings in terms of the variation in the mix of the five strategies we have identified? Second, there is scope to undertake comparative work within organizations of the type undertaken by Bargiela-Chiappini and Harris (1997) between different businesses as they are promoted, for instance, is a regular feature of everyday life in large multinational businesses, so is their discursive style influenced by these changes in the context of operation? Finally, we have concentrated in this paper on the linguistic and pragmatic enactment of discursive leadership strategies, largely bracketing-off interactions with the physical context in which the consensus building takes place. We have suggested that meeting genre, such as an away-day compared to a regular team meeting, can have a mediating effect on the 'traction' of leaders discursive strategies, and a key assumption embedded in research on away-days is that the physical ambience of the venue influences the decision-outcomes of meetings. Other things being equal then, are there any discernible effects of the venue type on the discursive strategies used by leaders? Research along these four avenues would, we feel, make novel theoretical contributions, while also providing important new evidence and insights for practitioners.
iii In order to ensure confidentiality, the company name DSI is a pseudonym and using fictitious names has concealed the identities of the places and individuals in the research.
iv By macro-structure we mean the pattern of activity through which the discussion of a topic is advanced and brought about to attempt to reach a consensual conclusion. We use the term discourse topic or macro-topic as a main unit of analysis, defined as "the most 'important' or 'summarizing' idea that underlies the meanings of a sequence of sentences… a 'gist' or an 'upshot' of such an episode" (van Dijk, 1984, p.56) . Following Krzyżanowski (2008) we differentiate between the macro-topic, which is the agenda item around which an entire episode revolves; primary topics, which are major explicitly defined aspects from which the macro topic is discussed; and secondary topics through which the primary topics are explored in further detail without being set explicitly at the start of the discussion.
Thus an episode of discussion can be understood as a series of segments, each defined by a primary topic and further subdivided by a series of secondary topics.
v Apart from the quantitative keyword and collocation analysis, which allows identifying semantic fields, we also employed -as mentioned above -an abductive and retroductive methodology: one researcher (who observed the meetings) identified the primary or 'macro' topics within each episode. A second researcher (also present in the fieldwork stage) then independently conducted the same analysis. Only two minor discrepancies were found, and, following discussion as to why this was the case, the topics were amended and agreed. We repeated the process to identify secondary or sub-topics within each primary topic and clarify the subject 'building blocks' for the development of the discussion. The third
